
From: Graham, Benita
To: Graham, Benita
Subject: Emailing: Fw_ Stuart K_ Cole_ PhD_ PE_ Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for

Tomorrow (HRSD SWIFT) (94).msg, FW_ HRSD Mail Group.msg, RE_ Stuart K_ Cole_ PhD_ PE_ Hampton Roads
Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative

Date: Thursday, November 07, 2019 12:14:44 PM
Attachments: Fw_ Stuart K_ Cole_ PhD_ PE_ Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow

(HRSD SWIFT) (94).msg
FW_ HRSD Mail Group.msg
RE_ Stuart K_ Cole_ PhD_ PE_ Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow
(HRSD SWIFT) (93).msg
FW_ Stuart K_ Cole_ PhD_ PE_ Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow
(HRSD SWIFT).msg
HRSD UIC Project.msg
RE_ HRSD UIC Project (92).msg
RE_ HRSD UIC Project.msg
RE_ Stuart K_ Cole_ PhD_ PE_ Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow
(HRSD SWIFT).msg
FW_ HRSD Model Reports (91).msg
FW_ HRSD Model Reports.msg
RE_ HRSD Model Reports.msg
FW_ HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives (97).msg
RE_ HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives (96).msg
RE_ HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives.msg
FW_ HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives.msg

                             
Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments:

Fw_ Stuart K_ Cole_ PhD_ PE_ Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow
(HRSD SWIFT) (94).msg
FW_ HRSD Mail Group.msg
RE_ Stuart K_ Cole_ PhD_ PE_ Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow
(HRSD SWIFT) (93).msg
FW_ Stuart K_ Cole_ PhD_ PE_ Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow
(HRSD SWIFT).msg
HRSD UIC Project.msg
RE_ HRSD UIC Project (92).msg
RE_ HRSD UIC Project.msg
RE_ Stuart K_ Cole_ PhD_ PE_ Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow
(HRSD SWIFT).msg
FW_ HRSD Model Reports (91).msg
FW_ HRSD Model Reports.msg
RE_ HRSD Model Reports.msg
FW_ HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives (97).msg
RE_ HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives (96).msg
RE_ HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives.msg
FW_ HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives.msg

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file
attachments.  Check your e-mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled.
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Fw: Stuart K. Cole, PhD, PE: Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (HRSD SWIFT)

		From

		Bennett, James

		To

		Zolandz, Mark; Branby, Jill; Nelson, Mark

		Cc

		rogers, rick

		Recipients

		Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov; Branby.Jill@epa.gov; Nelson.Mark@epa.gov; rogers.rick@epa.gov


















From: Hanchey, Cathy (VDH) <Cathy.Hanchey@vdh.virginia.gov>

Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:10 AM

To: Bennett, James

Cc: Paylor, David (DEQ); kevin.onizuk@jamescitycountyva.gov; bryan.hill@jamescitycountyva.gov; Norment Jr, Thomas; Mason, T. Montgomery; Payne, Robert (VDH); Hammond, Drew (VDH); Douglas, Susan (VDH); Pellei, Steven (VDH)

Subject: Stuart K. Cole, PhD, PE: Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (HRSD SWIFT)
 



[image: ]


Mr. Bennett:




 




Attached please find correspondence from Dr. Stuart Cole concerning HRSD SWIFT’s proposal and the Virginia Department of Health’s response for your information.




 




Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions.




 




Cathy M. Hanchey




Paralegal




Virginia Department of Health




Office of Drinking Water




109 Governor Street, 6TH Floor




Richmond, VA 23219




(804) 864-7506




Cathy.Hanchey@vdh.virginia.gov
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FW: HRSD Mail Group

		From

		rogers, rick

		To

		Bennett, James; Nelson, Mark; Branby, Jill

		Recipients

		bennett.james@epa.gov; Nelson.Mark@epa.gov; Branby.Jill@epa.gov



FYI – 


 


Looks like Mark Zolandz will take the lead in setting up an HRSD mail group to be used to keep all those within the Division appraised of communications regarding the SWIFT proposal.  Since there is a possibility that CWSRF funds could be used to support this project, folks in OIA will need to be included, too.


 


 


 


From: Dinsmore, Andrew 
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 2:40 PM
To: Zolandz, Mark <Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov>
Cc: rogers, rick <rogers.rick@epa.gov>; McGuigan, David <McGuigan.David@epa.gov>
Subject: HRSD Mail Group




 


Mark,


 


It was just suggested that a mail group be set up for the HRSD Aquafer Replenishment project.  Could you look into that when you’re back?


 


Thanks!


Andy Dinsmore


Acting NPDES Enforcement Branch Chief


US EPA, Region III


215-814-2788


 






RE: Stuart K. Cole, PhD, PE: Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (HRSD SWIFT)

		From

		rogers, rick

		To

		Bennett, James; Zolandz, Mark; Branby, Jill; Nelson, Mark

		Recipients

		bennett.james@epa.gov; Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov; Branby.Jill@epa.gov; Nelson.Mark@epa.gov



FYI:


 


Bio as of January 2013


 


Stuart Kirkham (Kirk) Cole, Ph.D., PE


NASA Langley Research Center / D501


Hampton, Virginia 23681-2199


USA


Internet (e-mail): Stuart.Cole@nasa.gov


Dr. Cole is serving as the Engineer-In-Charge to


the Compressor Station and High Pressure Air Distribution


System for the Research Directorate at Langley Research


Center where he is responsible for the facility’s


engineering, systems, processes, and planning activities. He


has published over 25 papers in environmental processes,


design, and engineering. Dr. Cole is an Adjunct Faculty in


Research at Old Dominion University (ODU) Civil and


Environmental Engineering Department. He has a Bachelor


degree in civil engineering from Virginia Military Institute,


a Masters in Civil Engineering and Doctorate in


Environmental Engineering from ODU.


 


From: Bennett, James 
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:17 AM
To: Zolandz, Mark <Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov>; Branby, Jill <Branby.Jill@epa.gov>; Nelson, Mark <Nelson.Mark@epa.gov>
Cc: rogers, rick <rogers.rick@epa.gov>
Subject: Fw: Stuart K. Cole, PhD, PE: Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (HRSD SWIFT)




 


 


 




From: Hanchey, Cathy (VDH) <Cathy.Hanchey@vdh.virginia.gov>
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:10 AM
To: Bennett, James
Cc: Paylor, David (DEQ); kevin.onizuk@jamescitycountyva.gov; bryan.hill@jamescitycountyva.gov; Norment Jr, Thomas; Mason, T. Montgomery; Payne, Robert (VDH); Hammond, Drew (VDH); Douglas, Susan (VDH); Pellei, Steven (VDH)
Subject: Stuart K. Cole, PhD, PE: Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (HRSD SWIFT) 
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Mr. Bennett:


 


Attached please find correspondence from Dr. Stuart Cole concerning HRSD SWIFT’s proposal and the Virginia Department of Health’s response for your information.


 


Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions.


 


Cathy M. Hanchey


Paralegal


Virginia Department of Health


Office of Drinking Water


109 Governor Street, 6TH Floor


Richmond, VA 23219


(804) 864-7506


Cathy.Hanchey@vdh.virginia.gov
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FW: Stuart K. Cole, PhD, PE: Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (HRSD SWIFT)

		From

		Nelson, Mark

		To

		Nelson, Mark

		Recipients

		Nelson.Mark@epa.gov



 


 


From: Bennett, James 
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:17 AM
To: Zolandz, Mark &lt;Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov&gt;; Branby, Jill &lt;Branby.Jill@epa.gov&gt;; Nelson, Mark &lt;Nelson.Mark@epa.gov&gt;
Cc: rogers, rick &lt;rogers.rick@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: Fw: Stuart K. Cole, PhD, PE: Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (HRSD SWIFT)


 


 


 


  ________________________________  


From: Hanchey, Cathy (VDH) &lt;Cathy.Hanchey@vdh.virginia.gov&gt;
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:10 AM
To: Bennett, James
Cc: Paylor, David (DEQ); kevin.onizuk@jamescitycountyva.gov; bryan.hill@jamescitycountyva.gov; Norment Jr, Thomas; Mason, T. Montgomery; Payne, Robert (VDH); Hammond, Drew (VDH); Douglas, Susan (VDH); Pellei, Steven (VDH)
Subject: Stuart K. Cole, PhD, PE: Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (HRSD SWIFT) 


 


 


Mr. Bennett:


 


Attached please find correspondence from Dr. Stuart Cole concerning HRSD SWIFT&#8217;s proposal and the Virginia Department of Health&#8217;s response for your information.


 


Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions.


 


Cathy M. Hanchey


Paralegal


Virginia Department of Health


Office of Drinking Water


109 Governor Street, 6TH Floor


Richmond, VA 23219


(804) 864-7506


Cathy.Hanchey@vdh.virginia.gov
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HRSD UIC Project

		From

		Henifin, Ted

		To

		Nelson, Mark

		Cc

		dhollowa@ch2m.com

		Recipients

		Nelson.Mark@epa.gov; dhollowa@ch2m.com





 



Mark,



 



I hope this email finds you well.  As I know you are well aware we continue to push forward with our initiative to inject purified water, treated to match the aquifer geochemistry, into the Potomac aquifer in
 Southeastern Virginia.  The initiative has been named the Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (SWIFT). 




 



We are working with our state officials to develop an appropriate regulatory framework that we will operate under for the full scale project.  In our review of options I realized I really did not know what we
 can expect from the UIC Permit around this issue.  Is there any way you could share a sample permit or two with me to see ongoing monitoring, sampling and reporting requirements for injectate water quality?



 



If the permits are publically available just point me in the right direction.



 



Thanks,  Ted



 



 



 



Ted Henifin, P.E.



HRSD General Manager



Office: 757.460.4242 | Mobile: 757.274.7904



1434 Air Rail Avenue | Virginia Beach, VA  23455



PO Box 5911 | Virginia Beach, VA  23471-0911



thenifin@hrsd.com | 
www.hrsd.com



Please consider the environment before printing this email.



 



 








RE: HRSD UIC Project

		From

		Nelson, Mark

		To

		Henifin, Ted

		Cc

		Branby, Jill; Daniel.Holloway@CH2M.com; Bennett, James

		Recipients

		EHenifin@hrsd.com; Branby.Jill@epa.gov; Daniel.Holloway@CH2M.com; bennett.james@epa.gov



Ted,


 


We participated in the SWIFT Project update webinar yesterday and found it most informative. I spoke with Dan Holloway earlier to compare notes.  Dan is sharing much of the aquifer testing and pilot treatment plant effluent data with us and is committed to keeping EPA informed.


 


A UIC permit for the full scale project is unlike, in large measure, anything  we have permitted in our Region previously.  I have attached a copy of a UIC permit and a related document for an oil and natural gas production related brine disposal well permit for your information.  Although dramatically different from the SWIFT project much of the boiler plate permit language will likely be retained.  Hopefully this permit will at minimum provide a feel for how the document will appear.


 


Regarding monitoring, sampling and reporting we anticipate incorporating a mutually agreed upon plan, proposed by HRSD, into a final permit document.


 


We look forward to continued progress with the SWIFT project and sincerely appreciate the efforts by you and those on your behalf to keep EPA informed.


 


 


Mark Nelson, Hydrologist


US EPA Wheeling Office


1060 Chapline Street


Wheeling, WV 26003


 


304.234.0286


 


 


 


 


From: Henifin, Ted [mailto:EHenifin@hrsd.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2016 1:46 PM
To: Nelson, Mark <Nelson.Mark@epa.gov>
Cc: dhollowa@ch2m.com
Subject: HRSD UIC Project




 


 


Mark,


 


I hope this email finds you well.  As I know you are well aware we continue to push forward with our initiative to inject purified water, treated to match the aquifer geochemistry, into the Potomac aquifer in Southeastern Virginia.  The initiative has been named the Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (SWIFT).  


 


We are working with our state officials to develop an appropriate regulatory framework that we will operate under for the full scale project.  In our review of options I realized I really did not know what we can expect from the UIC Permit around this issue.  Is there any way you could share a sample permit or two with me to see ongoing monitoring, sampling and reporting requirements for injectate water quality?


 


If the permits are publically available just point me in the right direction.


 


Thanks,  Ted


 


 


 


Ted Henifin, P.E.


HRSD General Manager


Office: 757.460.4242 | Mobile: 757.274.7904


1434 Air Rail Avenue | Virginia Beach, VA  23455


PO Box 5911 | Virginia Beach, VA  23471-0911


thenifin@hrsd.com | www.hrsd.com


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY



REGION III



1650 Arch Street



Philadelphia, Pennsylvania  19103-2029


UNDERGROUND INJECTION CONTROL PERMIT NUMBER VAS2D955BBUC


AUTHORIZATION TO OPERATE A CLASS II-D INJECTION WELL


In compliance with provisions of the Safe Drinking Water Act, as amended, 42 U. S. C. §§ 300f – 300j-11 (“SDWA”), and the SDWA implementing regulations promulgated by the    U. S. Environmental Protection Agency at Parts 144 - 147 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, this permit authorizes:



Range Resources – Pine Mountain, Inc. 



406 West Main Street



PO Box 2136



Abingdon, Virginia 24212


as the Permittee, to construct and operate a disposal Class II-D injection well # 900146, (hereinafter, “Injection Well”) which includes injection of fluid produced solely in association with oil and gas production from Range Resources – Pine Mountain, Inc (“Permittee”), in accordance with the provisions of this Permit.  The Injection Well will be located at the Nora and Oakwood Fields, Prater District, Buchanan County, Virginia, into the Weir Formation in accordance with the conditions set forth herein.  The coordinates for the Injection Well are: Latitude 37° 11' 38" and Longitude -82° 12' 15".




All references to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations are to all regulations that are in effect on the date that this Permit becomes effective.




This Permit shall become effective on                                                         2014.



This Permit and its authorization to inject shall remain in effect until midnight                         ,                              which includes the plugging and abandonment of the Injection Well when operations cease in accordance with Part III.C. of this Permit.  Plugging and abandonment of the Injection Well shall be carried out in accordance with the approved Plugging and Abandonment Plan in Attachment 1, hereto.



Signed this                 day of                                                , 2014.









Jon M. Capacasa, Director












Water Protection Division


PART  I


A. Effect of Permit




Permittee is allowed to engage in underground injection at the Injection Well in accordance with the conditions of this Permit.  The Permittee shall not allow the underground injection activity, otherwise authorized by this Permit, to cause or contribute to the movement of fluid containing any contaminant into any underground source(s) of drinking water (“USDW”), if the presence of that contaminant may cause a violation of any primary drinking water regulation under 40 C.F.R. Part 141, or if it may otherwise adversely affect the health of persons.  Any underground injection activity not authorized in this Permit or otherwise authorized by permit or rule is prohibited.  Issuance of this Permit does not convey property rights or mineral rights of any sort or any exclusive privilege; nor does it authorize any injury to persons or property, any invasion of other private rights, or any infringement of State or local law or regulations.  Compliance with the terms of this Permit does not constitute a defense to any action brought under Part C of the SDWA, or the imminent and substantial endangerment provisions of Part D of the SDWA, or any other common or statutory law for any breach of any  applicable legal duty.


B. Permit Actions


This Permit can be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated for cause or upon request as specified in 40 C.F.R. §§ 124.5, 144.12, 144.39 and 144.40.  Also, this Permit is subject to minor modifications as specified in 40 C.F.R. § 144.41.  The filing of a request for a permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or termination, or the notification of planned changes, or anticipated noncompliance on the part of the Permittee shall not stay the applicability or enforceability of any Permit condition.


C. Severability



The provisions of this Permit are severable and if any provision of this Permit is held invalid by a court order, the Permittee shall remain bound to comply with all remaining provisions. 


D. General Requirements





1. Duty to Comply.  The Permittee shall comply with all applicable Underground Injection Control (“UIC”) regulations, including 40 C.F.R. Parts 124, and 144-147, and with the conditions of this Permit, except to the extent and for the duration that EPA authorizes any noncompliance by an emergency permit issued under 40 C.F.R.  § 144.34.  Any Permit noncompliance constitutes a violation of the SDWA and is grounds for enforcement action, Permit termination, revocation and reissuance or modification, or for denial of a Permit renewal application.


2. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity not a Defense.  It shall not be a defense for the Permittee in an enforcement action that it would have been necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain compliance with the conditions of this Permit.


3. Duty to Mitigate.  The Permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or correct any adverse impact on the environment resulting from noncompliance with this Permit.


4. Proper Operation and Maintenance.  The Permittee shall at all times properly operate and maintain all facilities and systems of treatment and control and related appurtenances which are installed or used by the Permittee to achieve compliance with the conditions of this Permit.  Proper operation and maintenance includes effective performance, adequate funding, adequate operator staffing and training, adequate security to prevent unauthorized access and operation of the Injection Well and adequate laboratory and process controls, including appropriate quality assurance procedures.  This provision requires the operation of back-up or auxiliary facilities or similar systems only when necessary to achieve compliance with the conditions of this Permit.


5. Duty to Provide Information.  The Permittee shall furnish to the Director of the Water Protection Division (“Director”), within a time specified by the Director, any information which the Director may request to determine whether cause exists for modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating this Permit, or to determine compliance with this Permit.  The Permittee shall also furnish to the Director, upon request, copies of records required to be kept by this Permit.  If the Permittee becomes aware of any incomplete or incorrect information in the Permit Application or subsequent reports, the Permittee shall promptly submit information addressing these deficiencies.  For purposes of this Permit, reports that are required to be submitted “in writing”, or in “written” format may be submitted electronically through email or facsimile, unless otherwise specified herein. 


6. Inspection and Entry.  The Permittee shall allow the Director, or an authorized representative, upon the presentation of credentials and other documents as may be required by the law to:



a. Enter upon the Permittee's premises where the Facility or activity is located or conducted, or where records must be kept under the conditions of this Permit;


b. Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records that must be kept under the conditions of this Permit;


c. Inspect at reasonable times the Facility, equipment (including monitoring and control equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under this Permit; and


d. Sample or monitor at reasonable times any substances or parameters at any location for the purposes of assuring Permit compliance or as otherwise authorized by the SDWA.


7. Penalties.  Any person who violates a requirement of this Permit is subject to administrative or civil penalties, fines and other enforcement actions under the SDWA.  Any person who willfully violates conditions of this Permit may be subject to criminal prosecution.  


8. Transfer of Permits.  This Permit is not transferable to any person except after notice is sent on EPA Form 7520-7, approval is received from the Director, and the requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 144.38 are satisfied.  The Director may require modification or revocation of this Permit to change the name of the Permittee and incorporate such other requirements as may be necessary under the SDWA or its implementing regulations.  The transferee is not authorized to inject under this Permit unless and until the Director notifies the transferee that the transferee is so authorized through issuance of a revised permit identifying the transferee as the Permittee.


9. Signatory Requirements.  



a. The Permittee shall sign all reports required by this Permit and other information requested by the Director as follows:



1) for a corporation, by a responsible corporate officer of at least the level of vice-president;


2) for a partnership or sole proprietorship, by a general partner or the proprietor, respectively; or


3) for a Municipality, State, Federal, or other public agency by either a principal executive officer or a ranking elected official.



b. A duly-authorized representative of the person designated in paragraph a. above may also sign only if:



1) the authorization is made in writing by a person described in paragraph a. above;


2) the authorization specifies either an individual or a position having responsibility for the overall operation of the regulated Facility or activity, such as the position of plant manager, operator of a well or a well field, superintendent, or a position of equivalent responsibility.  A duly authorized representative may thus be either a named individual or any individual occupying a named position; and


3) the written authorization is submitted to the Director.



c. If an authorization under Paragraph b. of this section is no longer accurate because a different individual or position has responsibility for the overall operation of the Facility, a new authorization satisfying the requirements of Paragraph b. of this section must be submitted to the Director prior to or together with any reports, information or applications to be signed by an authorized representative.


d. Any person signing a document under Paragraph a. or b. of this section shall make the following certification:



"I certify under the penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted.  Based on my inquiry of the person(s) who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate and complete.  I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations."



10. Confidentiality of Information.  



a. In accordance with 40 C.F.R. Part 2 (Public Information) and § 144.5, any information submitted to the Director pursuant to this Permit may be claimed as confidential by the submitter.  Any such claim must be asserted at the time of submission by stamping the words "confidential business information" on each page containing such information.  If no claim is made at the time of submission, EPA may make the information available to the public without further notice.  If a claim is asserted, the information will be treated in accordance with the procedures in 40 C.F.R. Part 2.


b. In accordance with 40 C.F.R. §§ 2.304(f) and 144.5, EPA will deny any claims of confidentiality for the following information:



1) The name and address of any permit applicant or permittee.


2) Information which deals with the existence, absence, or level of contaminants in drinking water.



11. State Laws.  Nothing in this Permit shall be construed to preclude the institution of any legal action or relieve the Permittee from any responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties established pursuant to any applicable State law or regulation.


12. Reapplication.  If the Permittee wishes to continue an activity regulated by this Permit after the expiration date of this Permit, the Permittee must submit a complete application for a new permit at least one hundred (100) days before this Permit’s expiration date.


PART II



A.
General



The Permittee shall sign and certify copies of all reports and notifications required by this Permit in accordance with the requirements of Section D.9 of Part I, and shall submit such information to the Director at the following address:



Ground Water & Enforcement Branch (3WP22)



Office of Drinking Water and Source Water Protection



U. S. Environmental Protection Agency



Region III



1650 Arch Street



Philadelphia, Pennsylvania  19103


B. Monitoring Requirements



1. Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of monitoring shall be representative of the monitored activity.  The Permittee shall  obtain representative sample(s) of the fluid to be analyzed and conduct analysis(es) of the sample(s) in accordance with the approved methods and test procedures provided in 40 C.F.R. § 136.3, or methods and test procedures otherwise approved by the Director.  The Permittee shall identify in its monitoring records the types of tests and methods used to generate the monitoring data.


2. The Permittee shall continuously monitor and record surface injection pressure, annular pressure, flow rate and cumulative volume in the Injection Well beginning on the date the Injection Well commences operation and concluding when the Injection Well is plugged and abandoned.  The Injection Well shall be equipped with an automatic shut-off device which would be activated in the event of a mechanical integrity failure. The Permittee shall compile the monitoring data monthly to complete the Annual Report referenced in paragraph II.D.7 of this Permit.


3. The Permittee shall monitor the nature and composition of the injected fluid by sampling, analyzing and recording the injected fluid for the parameters listed below at the initiation of the injection operation and every two years and whenever the operator anticipates a change in the composition of the injection fluid.


 -pH
- Manganese



- Specific Gravity
- Total Dissolved Solids



- Specific Conductance
- Barium



- Sodium
- Hydrogen Sulfide



- Chloride
- Alkalinity  



- Iron
- Dissolved Oxygen



- Magnesium
- Hardness



- Total Organic Carbon


4. The Permittee shall verbally report, to the Director, analytical results for specific gravity that are greater than 1.075 within twenty-four hours of obtaining the analytical results.  Within five business days, the substance of that report shall be reduced to writing and provided to EPA pursuant to the submission requirements of I.D.5 of this Permit.  


5. The Permittee shall make a demonstration of mechanical integrity in accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 146.8 at least once every five years.  In addition to the above requirement, the Permittee shall conduct a mechanical integrity test demonstration on any Injection Well where and when the protective casing or tubing is removed from the Injection Well, the packer is reseated, or a well failure is likely, or as requested by the Director.  The Permittee may continue operation of the Injection Well only if the Permittee has demonstrated the mechanical integrity of the Injection Well to the Director’s satisfaction.  The Permittee shall cease injection operations if a loss of mechanical integrity becomes evident or if the Permittee cannot demonstrate mechanical integrity.  


6. The Permittee shall perform all environmental measurements required by the permit, including, but not limited to; measurements of pressure, temperature, mechanical integrity (as applicable) and chemical analyses in accordance with EPA guidance on quality assurance.



C. Record Retention



1. The Permittee shall retain records of all monitoring and other information required by this Permit, including the following (if applicable), for a period of at least five years from the date of the sample, measurement, report or application, unless such records are required to be retained for a longer period of time as specified by this Permit.  The Director may extend this record retention time period at any time.  If the Director extends the record retention time period, the Permittee shall comply with the new record retention time period.



a. All data required to complete the Permit Application form for this Permit and any supplemental information submitted under 40 C.F.R. § 144.31;


b. Calibrations and maintenance records and all original strip chart recordings for continuous monitoring instrumentation;


c. Copies of all reports required by this Permit;



2. The Permittee shall retain records concerning the nature and composition of all injected fluids, as listed in Paragraph II.B.3, above, of this Permit, until three years after the completion of any plugging and abandonment procedures.  The Permittee shall continue to retain these records after the three year retention period unless he or she delivers the records to the Director or obtains written approval from the Director to discard the records.


3. Records of monitoring information shall include: 



a. The date, exact place, and the time of sampling or measurements;


b. The individual(s) who performed the sampling or measurements;


c. A precise description of both sampling methodology and the handling (custody) of samples;


d. The date(s) analyses were performed;


e. The individual(s) who performed the analyses;


f. The analytical techniques or methods used; 


g. The results of such analyses;



D. Reporting and Notification Requirements



1. Report on Permit Review.  Within thirty (30) days of receipt of this Permit, the Permittee shall ensure that the person designated pursuant to Paragraph I.D.9 of this Permit reports to the Director that he or she has read and is personally familiar with all terms and conditions of this Permit.


2. Twenty-four Hour Reporting.



a. The Permittee shall report to the Director any noncompliance which may endanger, or has, endangered health or the environment.  The Permittee shall provide such report orally (phone numbers:  (215) 814-5445 or (215) 814-5462) within twenty-four hours from the time the Permittee becomes aware of the circumstances.  The Permittee shall include the following information in the oral report:



1) Any monitoring or other information which indicates that any contaminant may endanger, or has endangered an underground source of drinking water. 


2) Any noncompliance with a Permit condition, malfunction of the injection system which may cause, or has caused, fluid migration into or between underground sources of drinking water, or failure of mechanical integrity test demonstrations.



b. The Permittee shall provide a written submission within five (5) days of the time the Permittee becomes aware of the circumstances described in Paragraph II.D.2.a., above.  The written submission shall contain a description of the noncompliance and its cause; the period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times, and if the noncompliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is expected to continue; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate, and prevent recurrence of the noncompliance.



3. Anticipated Noncompliance.  The Permittee shall give advance written notice to the Director of any planned changes in the permitted Facility or activity which may result in noncompliance with Permit requirements.


4. Other Noncompliance.  The Permittee shall report all other instances of noncompliance to the Director in writing within ten (10) days of the time the Permittee becomes aware of the circumstances.  The reports shall contain the information listed in Paragraph II.D.2 of this Permit.


5. Planned Changes.  The Permittee shall provide written notice to the Director as soon as possible of any planned physical alterations or additions to the permitted Facility.


6. Conversion.  The Permittee shall provide written notice to the Director thirty (30) days prior to the conversion of the Injection Well to an operating status other than an injection well.


7. Annual Report.  The Permittee shall submit a written Annual Report to the Director summarizing the results of the monitoring required in Paragraph II.B, above, of this Permit.  This report shall include monthly monitoring records of injected fluids, the results of any mechanical integrity test(s), and any major changes in characteristics or sources of injected fluids.  The Permittee shall complete and submit this information with its Annual Report EPA Form 7520-11 (Annual Disposal Injection Well Monitoring Report).  The Permittee shall submit the Annual Report to the Director no later than January 31st of each year, summarizing the activity of the calendar year ending the previous December 31st.


8. Plugging and Abandonment Reports and Notifications.


a. The Permittee shall notify the Director in writing at least forty-five (45) days before plugging and abandonment of any Injection Well as described in Paragraph III.C of this Permit.  The Director may allow a shorter notice period upon written request.


b. The Permittee shall submit any revisions to the Plugging and Abandonment Plan attached to and incorporated into this Permit (Attachment 1) to the Director no less than forty-five (45) days prior to plugging and abandonment on EPA Plugging and Abandonment Form 7520-14.  The Permittee shall not commence plugging and abandonment until it receives written approval of the revisions to the Plan from the Director. 


c. To the extent that any unforeseen circumstances occur during plugging and abandonment of any Injection Well that cause the Permittee to believe the Plugging and Abandonment Plan should be modified, the Permittee shall obtain written approval from EPA of any changes to the Plugging and Abandonment Plan prior to plugging the Injection Well.


d. Within sixty (60) days after plugging any Injection Well, the Permittee shall submit a Plugging and Abandonment Report to the Director which shall consist of either:



1) A statement that the Injection Well was plugged in accordance with the EPA-approved Plugging and Abandonment Plan; or


2) Where actual plugging differed from the Plugging and Abandonment Plan previously approved by EPA, the Permittee shall provide to the Director an updated version of Form 7520-14  specifying the different procedures used.  



e. The Permittee shall ensure that the Plugging and Abandonment Report is certified as accurate by the owner or operator and by the person who performed the plugging operation (if other than the owner or operator).  


9. Compliance Schedules.  The Permittee shall submit reports of compliance or noncompliance with, or any progress reports on, interim and final requirements contained in any compliance schedule of this Permit no later than thirty (30) days following each schedule date.


10. Mechanical Integrity Tests.  The Permittee shall notify the Director in writing at least thirty (30) days prior to conducting Mechanical Integrity Testing on the Injection Well.


11. Cessation of Injection Activity.  After cessation of injection into the Injection Well for two years, the Permittee shall plug and abandon the Injection Well in accordance with the Plugging and Abandonment Plan [Attachment 1] unless:



a. The Permittee provides written notice to the Director that describes actions and/or procedures, including compliance with the technical requirements applicable to the Injection Well, that are necessary to ensure that the Injection Well will not endanger any USDW during any period of temporary abandonment, unless waived, in writing, by the Director;


b. The Permittee receives approval from the Director that the actions and/or procedures described in the notice are satisfactory; and


c. The Permittee implements such EPA approved actions and/or procedures.


E. Mechanical Integrity



1. Standards.  The Permittee shall maintain the mechanical integrity of the permitted Injection Well pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 146.8.


2. Request from Director.  The Director may by written notice require the Permittee to demonstrate mechanical integrity of the Injection Well at any time during the term of this Permit and the Permittee shall comply with the Director’s request.



PART III


A. Continuing Construction Requirements



1. Confining Zone.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this Permit, the Permittee shall inject through the Injection Well only into a formation which is separated from any Underground Source of Drinking Water by a confining zone, as defined in 40 C.F.R. § 146.3, that is free of known open faults or fractures within the Area of Review, as defined at 40 C.F.R. § 146.3.


2. Casing and Cementing.  The Permittee shall maintain:



a. casing and cementing in the Injection Well to prevent the movement of fluids into or between underground sources of drinking water and in accordance with 40 CFR § 146.22.


b. casing and cement designed for the life expectancy of the well;


c. surface casing in the Injection Well from the ground surface to a depth of approximately 2,350 feet, and at least 50 feet below the base of the lowermost USDW;


d. cement in the entire length of the casing in the Injection Well back to the surface;


e. isolation of the injection zone by placing long string casing from the surface to the top of the injection zone and cement this casing from the top of the injection zone to a minimum of 100 feet above the injection zone; and


f.  the Injection Well with a tubing string with packer set inside the long string casing.



3. Logs and Tests.  In accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 146.22(f), the Permittee shall prepare logs and perform tests as follows during the drilling and construction or rework of the Injection Well:  electric, gamma ray and caliper logs in the open hole, a cement bond, temperature or density log on the surface casing (if cement returns are not achieved), and a cement bond log/variable density log on the long string casing.  The Permittee shall submit to the Director, for all Injection Wells, cement records, a narrative report that interprets the well log(s) and test results, which specifically relate to the results of the cementing operation, and a detailed description of the rationale used to make these interpretations.  The narrative report shall be prepared by a knowledgeable log analyst and submitted to the Director.  The Director may prescribe additional logs or waive logging requirements in the future should field conditions so warrant.


4.  Mechanical Integrity.  The Permittee is prohibited from conducting injection operations in any Injection Well until it demonstrates: (1) the mechanical integrity of the Injection Well in accordance with the provisions of Condition D.2.of Part II of this Permit; and (2) the Permittee has received notice from the Director that such a demonstration is satisfactory in accordance with Condition D.2 of Part II of this Permit.


5. Corrective Action.  The Permittee is prohibited from conducting injection operations in any Injection Well until it has completed corrective action by plugging and abandoning any “abandoned wells”, as defined at 40 C.F.R. § 146.3, located within the one-quarter mile area of review that could provide conduits for fluid migration into USDWs. If an abandoned well is discovered within the area of review after injection commences, the permittee shall notify the Director upon discovery, and within five (5) days of such discovery, the Permittee shall submit to the Director for approval a plan for corrective action, consistent with the requirements of 40 C.F.R. Parts 144-147.



B. Operating Requirements



1. Injection Formation.  The Permittee shall inject only into the Weir Formation in the subsurface intervals between approximately 4250 feet and 4500 feet below surface elevation.


2. Injection Fluid.  The Permittee shall not inject any hazardous substances, or hazardous waste, as defined by 40 C.F.R. Part 261 or any other fluid, other than produced fluid obtained from Permittee’s production operations.


3. Injection Volume Limitation.  Injection volume shall not exceed 50,000 barrels per month.


4. Injection Pressure Limitation.  The Permittee shall not exceed a surface injection pressure maximum of 708 psi and bottom hole pressure of 2,686 psi.  This pressure calculation is based on the specific gravity of the injection fluid not exceeding 1.075.  If the specific gravity of the injection fluid is greater than 1.075, the Permittee shall reduce the surface injection pressure by an appropriate amount such that the bottom hole pressure does not exceed 2,686 psi.  The Permitee is prohibited from injecting at a pressure which initiates new fractures or propagates existing fractures in the confining zone adjacent to USDWs or which causes the movement of injection or formation fluids into an USDW.  Site-specific geological information attained during the completion of the Injection Well may provide for a change in the maximum injection pressure in this the permit.


5. The Permittee is prohibited from injecting between the outermost casing protecting USDWs and the well bore, and also from injecting into any USDW.


C. Plugging and Abandonment


1. The Permittee shall plug and abandon the Injection Well in accordance with the approved plugging and abandonment plan in Attachment 1 hereto.


2. The Permittee shall conduct plugging and abandonment in such a manner that fluids shall not be allowed to move into or between USDWs.



D. Financial Responsibility



1. The Permittee shall maintain financial responsibility and resources to close, plug and abandon the underground injection well in accordance with 40 CFR Section 144.52(a)(7).  If the circumstances regarding the acceptability of the Financial Statement submitted to EPA to demonstrate financial responsibility should change, the Permittee shall provide advance notification to the Director, and the Director may seek an alternative financial demonstration from the Permittee.  The Permittee shall submit an updated financial statement and auditors opinion by June 30 of each year.


2. The Permittee shall not substitute an alternative demonstration of financial responsibility for that which the Director has approved, unless he or she has previously submitted evidence of that alternative demonstration to the Director and the Director notifies him or her that the alternative demonstration of financial responsibility is acceptable.  The Director may require the Permittee to submit a revised demonstration of Financial Responsibility if the Director has reason to believe that the original demonstration is no longer adequate to cover the costs of plugging and abandonment.


			
CONCURRENCES





			SYMBOL



			3WP22


			3WP22


			3WP20


			3WP00


			


			


			     


			     





			SURNAME



			Reinhart


			Johnson


			Binetti


			Capacasa


			


			


			     


			     





			DATE



			


			     


			     


			     


			     


			     


			     


			     





			EPA Form 1320-1 (12-70)                                                              OFFICIAL FILE COPY








� EMBED Presentations.Drawing.14 \s \* MERGEFORMAT ���











Page 12 of 13





[image: image2.wmf]_1475477864.unknown









Range-Pine Mountain SOBMaster0317.docx

Range-Pine Mountain SOBMaster0317.docx

4








[bookmark: BM_1_]  UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY


REGION III


1650 Arch Street


Philadelphia, Pennsylvania  19103-2029











STATEMENT OF BASIS





FOR





U. S. EPA's UNDERGROUND INJECTION CONTROL (UIC) PROGRAM


DRAFT CLASS IID PERMIT NUMBER PVAS2D039550BCLEBUC





FOR





Sammy-Mar, LLCRange Resources-Pine Mountain, Incorporated


406 West Main Street255 Airport Road


Abingdon, Virginia  24210Indiana, Pennsylvania 15701





FOR





	A project consisting of one Class II-D injection well numbered 900146, the Povlik No. 1 that will be constructed and used for the disposal of fluids produced in association with coal bed methane and conventional natural oil and gas production operations.  The proposed well will be located in:





Huston TownshipNora and Oakwood Fields


ClearfieldBuchanan County, PennsylvanVirginia


Latitude 4137°101'538", Longitude -782°3412'159"





	OIn JulyFebruary 23 2014, , 2013, Sammy-Mar,Range Resources-Pine Mountain, Incorporated LLC  (“Sammy-Mar” or “the Permittee”) submitted a UIC pemit application for the construction and operation of the above referenced Injection Well.  On SeptemberJune 12, 20134, EPA sent a Notice of Deficiency (NOD) to Sammy-MarPermittee requesting additional information.  In response to the September 12, 2013 EPA requestNOD, PSammy-Marermittee supplemented the original application with additional information oin DecemOctober 10, 20134.  Sammy-MarPermittee’s July 23, 2013 and December 10,February and October 20134 submittals are collectively referred to in this Statement of Basis as the “permit application.”  EPA has deemed the permit application complete.





	Review of the permit application by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) has determinedindicates that no impact to Underground Sources of Drinking Water (“USDWs”) should result from the injection well operation.  EPA intends to issue a permit for this well, with conditions and terms as stated in the draft permit, unless modifications are needed based on any new information that may be introduced during the public comment period or after the well has been constructed and before operation  .  Under the authority of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 40 C.F.R. Parts 144 and 146, EPA permits must specify conditions for construction, operation, monitoring, reporting and plugging and abandonment of injection wells in order to prevent the movement of fluid into any USDW.  The Permittee’s UIC project and the draft permit conditions specific to the project are described below:








Area of Review:  Pursuant to the applicable regulation, 40 C.F.R. §§ 144.3 and 146.6(b), the “Area of Review” is an area surrounding the project or a well which the applicant must, first research, and then develop a program for corrective action to address any unplugged or abandoned production and injection wells which penetrate the injection zone and which may provide conduits for fluid migration.  Sammy-MarPermittee chose a one-quarter mile fixed-radius as the Area of Review around the proposed injection well.  Based on the chemistry of the injection and formation fluids, hydrogeology, population and ground water use and dependence, and historical practices in the area,  EPA believes the one-quarter mile AOR is adequate.  However, after Sammy-MarPermittee completes the drilling of the injection well,  EPA will  reevaluate these parameters  and make a determination as to whether the one-quarter mile AOR is adequate or needs modification.    The permit also requires PermitteeSammy-Mar  to perform corrective action on any unplugged abandoned wells that penetrate the injection zone within the Area of Review if they are identified at a future date.   	Comment by Hykel, Judith: What about production wells, are they included?


 


Underground Sources of Drinking Water (USDWs):  A USDW is defined by the UIC regulations as an aquifer or its portion which, inter aliaamong other things, contains a sufficient quantity of ground water to supply a public water system and which also contains fewer than 10,000 mg/l (milligrams per liter) Total Dissolved Solids, and which is also not an exempted aquifer. 40 C.F.R. § 144.3.   The PPermittee has identified the depth of the lowermost USDW, in the vicinity of the Injection Well, to be approximately 1000325 feet below surface elevation.  The construction of the injection well, as provided in the permit application, will be designed to meet the regulatory criteria of 40 CFR §§ 146.22 and 147.1955.    This well will have a 119 ¾ 5/8 inch ground water protective string of casing running from the surface to approximately 375400 feet which will be cemented back to the surface, as well asand a 8 5/87 inch surface casing which will extend from the surface to a depth of approximately 122,350 feet and cemented back to the surface.  This well construction exceeds the technical and generally-accepted criteria of surface casing placement at least 50 feet below the lowermost USDW.  See EPA, “Cementing Records Requirements in Direct Implementation Programs to Achieve Part II of Mechanical Integrity in Class II Injection Wells” (Jan. 27, 1999). (http://yosemite.epa.gov/r10/water.nsf/e05c80176a1f0b3d8825665f00742551/31a5cc9cdd9572a58825665c006223a5/$FILE/cement.pdf).





 


In addition, the permit application specifiesindicates that 4 ½ inch long string casing will be placed to a depth of 70304,600 feet and cemented back to a depth of 5002,250 feet.  This exceeds the standard practice of cementing long string casing back at least 100 feet above the injection zone.  See as required by  40 C.F.R. §§ 147.147.2104(d)(2) (South Dakota); 147.1655(b)(5) (New York); 147.1154 (b)(2) (Michigan); 147.904 (b)(2) (Kentucky); and 147.1955(b)(5)(Pennsylvania).1955(b)(5).  Because the   Injection Well is located in the Valley and Ridge Physiographic Province the regulations in Kentucky and New York are particularly relevant as the geology in these states is similar to the geology in southwestern Virginia.  Injection will occur through a 2 73/8 inch tubing string set on a packer installed above the injection perforations and located at a depth of approximately 70254,400 feet at the top of the injection formation.	Comment by Hykel, Judith: Should this be 2 7/8?	Comment by Hykel, Judith: What is located at 7025?





Injection and Confining Zones:  Injection of fluids for disposal is limited by the permit to the geologic Huntersville Chert/OriskanyWeir Sand Formation, a very fine grained siltstone and finer grained shale formation at a depth of approximately 4,250 to 4,500 feet.s   The specific in the interval targeted for injection is the more porous siltstone which lies between approximately 70304,400 feet through 71004,480 feet below land surface (top of perforations at 7030 feet).  This injection zone is separated from the lowermost USDW by an interval of approximately 4,5830000 feet, while the confining zone, immediately abovedjacent to the injection zone, is comprised of approximately 590 feet of low permeability limestone and shale.  Geophysical well logging data, including gamma ray logs, from multiple wells in the area identify additional confining units of shale and limestone between the lowermost USDW and the confining formations immediately above the injection zone.  The Weir Formation is an oil and gas reservoir rock and thus has sufficient porosity and permeability to allow fluids to pass through it, a significant hydrocarbon accumulation, and an impermeable cap rock or geologic structure which impedes further hydrocarbon migration.  Depleted oil and gas reservoirs (geologic formations which have produced substantial volumes of hydrocarbons and the associated brine water over many years) are desirable brine disposal formations.  These formations are desirable disposal targets because the injected fluid is compatible chemically with the fluid remaining in the reservoir, the reservoir pressure has been significantly reduced, and the presence of a confining zone or barrier to upward fluid migration.  





In addition, gamma ray logging information from this well shows additional confining units of shale and or limestone between the lowermost USDW and the confining units adjacent to the injection zone.  





[bookmark: _GoBack]Maximum Injection Pressure:  The maximum allowable surface injection pressure for the permitted operation will be 7082598 pounds per square inch (psi).  Similarly,  Tthe maximum bottom-hole pressure (the pressure at 4,250 feet where the Weir Formation and the confining zone meet) will be  2,6866194  psi.  These maximum pressures of 7082598 psi and 2,686 6194 psi were developed using a specific gravity for the injection fluid of 1.18075 and an injection well depth to the confining zone of 70304,250 feet.  The Permittee is required to measure the specific gravity of each truckload of injection fluid.  If the specific gravity is greater than 1.18075, the Permittee shall dilute the injection fluid so that its specific gravity is no greater than 1.18075. Both injection pressure and annular pressure will be continuously monitored.  EPA expects that the pressure limitation will meet the regulatory criteria of 40 CFR § 146.23(a).  The maximum injection pressures of 7082598 psi and 26194,686 psi were calculated to prevent the initiation of new or the propagation of existing fractures in the confining zone immediately above the  injection zoneinjection zone during operation of the Injection Well.	Comment by Hykel, Judith: 	Comment by Hykel, Judith: 	Comment by Reinhart, Roger: 





Geologic and Seismic Review:   The SDWA regulations for Class II wells do not require consideration of seismicity; unlike the SDWA regulations for Class I wells used for the injection of hazardous waste.  See regulations for Class I hazardous waste injection wells at 40 C.F.R. §§ 146.62(b)(1) and 146.68(f).  Nevertheless, EPA evaluated factors relevant to seismic activity such as the existence of any known faults and/or fractures and any history of, or potential for, seismic events in the area of the Injection Well as discussed below and addressed more fully in “Region 3 framework for evaluating seismic potential associated with UIC Class II permits, September, 2013.”  EPA also established a maximum injection pressure in the draft permit intendeddesigned to limit the potential for seismic events.	Comment by Hykel, Judith: This entire section is not cohesive and is confusing.  It does not fully explain the reasons why we think the chance of a seismic event is not likely.   We never even say that the faults are not open.   





The permit provides that the Permittee shall inject through the Injection Well only into a formation which is overlain by a confining zone free of known open faults or fractures within the Area of Review as required in 40 C.F.R. § 146.22.  The Permittee submitted geologic iinformation including (http://www.dmme.virginia.gov/dgmr/earthquakes.shtml) a description of Seismic Zones in Virginia that points to residual stresses from the formation of the Appalachian Range and the Piedmont province hundreds of millions of years ago as the mechanism for Virginia’s earthquakes. .  Earthquake activity in Virginia has been associated with the Precambrian, crystalline, igneous/metamorphic bedrock, sometimes referred to as “basement rock”, which is located below sedimentary bedrock, either from basement faulting or faulting at a shallower depth caused by tectonic stresses that originated from the basement rock.  The available geophysical and seismic information researched by the Permittee, as well as through EPA’s review of published information of seismicity in Virginia (refer to information referenced below), shows no evidence of faults that reach the land surface from basement rock.  Basement rock, in the area of the proposed permit, is located at depths approximating 16,000 feet, almost 8,900 feet below the proposed injection zone.  	Comment by Hykel, Judith: I want to check reg to see if it says “that would transmit fluid”  If it does, I think we should add that concept here, particularly since ours is a sealed fault.  Then we should also state that the permit app indicates it is sealed and therefore, it is not transmissive.





The geologic information identifies that indicates the  possible presence of the Little Paw Paw surficial tear fault about one (1) mile West of the Injection Well. Movement along this fault occurred several million years ago and was due to regional compression (sediment deposition).  This fault isof a shallow ssealing or non-transmissive faults in the injection zone within the AOR.  This geologic information also includes geophysical well logs from wells which penetrate the injection zone and which are located on either side of the suspected surficial fault.  This geologic information documents that there has been minimal relative displacement or movement of the deeper injection and confining zones across the fault area.  





The Appalachian Basin, including southwest Virginia which lies on the passive continental margin, is not seismically active because insufficient pressure exists to cause movement along ancient faults and fractures.  These faults and fractures are closed and non-transmissive due in large measure to the tremendous downward pressure exerted by thousands of feet of overlying sediment deposited since their creation.  The removal of oil, natural gas and brine from deep formations reduces the reservoir pressure resulting in increased fault and fracture sealing downward stresses.These non-transmissive faults had entrapped natural gas at high pressures for millions of years prior to its development over the past 50 years.    The maximum pressure and injection rate allowable under this permit will not result in an appreciable pressure increase in the injection formationat the location of the sealing faults.  The positioning and quarterly monitoring of two monitoring wells will provide additional assurance that the pressure does not build to an unacceptable level in the vicinity of the faults. 





Earthquake activity in Pennsylvania has been associated with the Precambrian, crystalline, igneous/metamorphic bedrock, sometimes referred to as “basement rock”, which is located below sedimentary bedrock, either from basement faulting or faulting at a shallower depth caused by tectonic stresses that originated from the basement rock.  The available geophysical and seismic information researched by the Permittee, as well as through EPA’s review of published information of seismicity in Pennsylvania (refer to information referenced below), shows no evidence of faults that reach the land’s surface from basement rock.  Basement rock, in the area of the proposed permit, is located at depths approximating 16,000 feet, almost 8900 feet below the proposed injection zone.   





EPA’s review of historic seismic events, from 1938 to the present, from seismometers located in Clearfield and Venango Counties, Pennsylvania, indicates that minor seismic events (magnitude 0-3) have been recorded in this area of Pennsylvania.  Nevertheless, Tthe United States Geologic Survey (USGS) and the Pennsylvania Bureau of Topographic and Geologic Survey haves not recorded any seismic activity that originated in ClearfieldBuchanan County, PennsylvanVirginia.  According to North American Tectonic Plate Source: USGS: (http://www.virginiaplaces.org/geology/quake.html) Virginia is located near the center of the North American Plate and, thus, experiences a much lower rate of seismicity than California.  Another difference is California earthquakes often break the ground surface, while earthquakes in Virginia usually occur on faults at depths of from 3 to 15 miles.  The earthquakes felt in Virginia today generally have no relationship with faults seen at the surface.   Virginia is located near the center of the North American plate and, thus, experiences a much lower rate of seismicity than California. Another difference is that California earthquakes often break the ground surface, while earthquakes in Virginia usually occur on faults at depths of from 3 to 15 miles. Thus, the earthquakes felt in the Commonwealth today generally have no relationship with faults seen at the surface. See “Earthquake Epicenters in Pennsylvania”, Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources website; and “Earthquakes Hazards Program, Pennsylvania Seismicity Map 1973 to Present”, United States Geological Survey website.





 In addition, the National Academy of Sciences report, “Induced Seismicity Potential in Energy Technologies”, National Academy Press , 2013, indicates that oil and gas production in a reservoir can assist in preventing future impacts from seismicity due to injection because of the reduction in reservoir pore pressure during the years of gas production.  PermitteeSammy-Mar identified in the Permit Application significant gas production in the vicinity of the proposed Injection Well (both shallow gas production at depths of approximately 3500 feet as well as deeper gas production at depths similar to the proposed injection zone).	Comment by Hykel, Judith: What depths were the deeper ones?





Finally, a number of factors help to prevent injection wells from failing in a seismic event and contributing to the contamination of a USDW.  Most deep injection wells, those that are classified as Class I or Class II injection wells, such as the Permittee’sSammy-Mar proposed Injection Well, are constructed to withstand significant amounts of pressure.  The proposedSammy-Mar Injection Well will be constructed with multiple steel strings of casing that are cemented in place.  Furthermore, the draft permit requires PermitteeSammy-Mar to mechanically test the Injection Well to ensure structural integrity before operations begin and to continuously monitor the Injection Well during operations to detect any potential mechanical integrity concerns.  The Injection Well will also be designed to automatically shut in and cease operation  in the event that the mechanical integrity of the well is compromised, including if the mechanical integrity is compromised by a seismic event.  For the reasons above, the risk of seismic activity in BuchananClearfield County as a result of the Range-Pine MountainSammy-Mar Injection Well operation would be very low.





Injection fluid:  The draft permit limits this Injection Well to the disposal of produced fluids associated with oil and gas production activities with an expected maximum volume of 330,000 barrels per month.  This is a proposed commercial disposal well, and the The sources of the disposal fluids will be solely from oil and gas production wells owned and operated by Permittee including coal bed methane and conventional natural gas production facilities.  Analyses of injection fluid will be conducted as stated in Part II, paragraph B.3 of the draft permit.  The parameters chosen for sampling reflect not only the typical constituents found in the highest concentrations in injection fluid, but also shallow ground water.  Should a ground water contamination incident occur during the operation of the Injection Well, EPA will be able to compare samples collected from ground water with the injection fluid analysis to help determine whether operation of the Injection Well may be the cause for the contamination.  





Testing, Monitoring and Reporting Requirements:  The Permittee is required to conduct a two part mechanical integrity test (MIT) after completing construction of the well and at least once every five years thereafter. The two part MIT consists of a pressure test to make sure the casing, tubing and packer in the well do not leak and a fluid movement test to make sure that any movement of fluid does not occur outside the injection zone.  In addition to the monitoring described above, additional pressure testing of the casing, tubing and packer will occur whenever a rework on the well requires the tubing and packer to be released and reset.  The Permittee will be responsible for monitoring injection pressure, annular pressure, flow rate and cumulative volume, on a continuous basis and reporting this data to EPA on an annual basis.  These tests, as well as the monitoring will provide documentation as to the absence of fluid movement into or between USDWs and flow conditions that exist in the injection zone during operation, thus helping to assure that USDWs are protected.  





The Permittee is also required to conduct an annual pressure fall-off test.  As part of the test, the rate of fluid and volume injected is increased over a predetermined time period, and then shut off.  The pressure is monitored during the test and after shutting in the injection well.  The fall-off testing will assist EPA in determining and monitoring injection reservoir bottom-hole pressure as well as the flow conditions that the injection formation will exhibit during the injection operation   Analyzing flow conditions can help determine whether a preferential flow pattern exists and assist in determining whether that flow could be moving toward or coming into contact with any nearby faults.





The Permittee will measure the specific gravity from each truck load of injection fluid.  If the specific gravity exceeds 1.07518, the Permittee will implement measures described previously to ensure the specific gravity does not exceed 1.07518.	Comment by Reinhart, Roger: Cheryl insists that “shall” has more significance since it has a legal definition.  Check with Cheryl about this issue.





Finally, the Permittee shall monitor the fluid level in  two monitoring wells which will be configured to isolate the injection formation.  Monitoring well 033-20263 is located approximately ¼ mile to the northwest of the proposed Injection Well, and monitoring well 033-20228 is located about ¼ mile to the east of the Injection Well.  The monitoring will be conducted on a quarterly basis and the results submitted to EPA with the annual monitoring report.





Plugging and Abandonment:  The Permittee has submitted a plugging and abandonment plan that will result in an environmentally protective well closure at the time of cessation of operations.  The Permittee has also made a demonstration of financial responsibility that verifiesindicates adequate resources will be maintained for well closure.  These provisions should preclude the possibility of abandonment without proper closure.





Expiration Date:  Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 144.36, a final permit, when issued, will be in effect for tenfive years from the date of permit issuance.  Annual review of the Ppermittee’s operation will be conducted.  This proposed draft permit contains essentially the same conditions as the final permit will unless information is supplied to EPA which would warrant alternative conditions or actions on this permit application.





Additional Information:  Questions, comments and requests for additional information may be directed to:





Roger Reinhart


Ground Water & Enforcement Branch (3WP22)


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency


1650 Arch Street


Philadelphia, PA 19103


reinhart.roger@epa.gov


215-814-5462





A public hearing has been tentatively scheduled for                          __________ , 20154 at 7:00 PM, at the Penfield Fire Hall, located on 12211 Bennetts Valley Highway in Penfield, Pennsylvania 15849.  Requests to hold a public hearing must be received in the office listed above by ______________                           , 2014.  When requesting a public hearing, please state the nature of issues proposed to be raised.  EPA expressly reserves the right to cancel this hearing unless a significant degree of public interest, specific to the proposed UIC brine disposal injection operation, is evidenced by the above date.   The Administrative Record for this action will remain open for public comment until _________ _____________


                          ,  , 20154. 
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RE: HRSD UIC Project

		From

		Henifin, Ted

		To

		Nelson, Mark

		Cc

		Branby, Jill; Daniel.Holloway@CH2M.com; Bennett, James

		Recipients

		Nelson.Mark@epa.gov; Branby.Jill@epa.gov; Daniel.Holloway@CH2M.com; bennett.james@epa.gov





Mark,



 



Thanks.  This information is very helpful.  Dan and I were talking this afternoon and realized we haven’t extended an invitation to you or any of the EPA staff to come visit our pilot facility and test wells. 
 We would be happy to accommodate your schedule and can arrange to host on short notice.  Let me know if you are interested and if there is a specific date that works for you.  We can provide a more detailed briefing based on latest information, tour through
 the pilots, offer a taste of our SWIFT water, show you the wells (still under construction) and cuttings, tour the extensometer installation with USGS and anything else that may be of interest.  We are very excited about our project and enjoy engaging anyone
 interested in conversation about what we are planning and how we can improve our plan to achieve success.



 



Thanks again,



 



Ted



 





From: Nelson, Mark [mailto:Nelson.Mark@epa.gov]


Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2016 2:39 PM

To: Henifin, Ted

Cc: Branby, Jill; Daniel.Holloway@CH2M.com; Bennett, James

Subject: RE: HRSD UIC Project







 



Ted,



 



We participated in the SWIFT Project update webinar yesterday and found it most informative. I spoke with Dan Holloway earlier to compare notes.  Dan is sharing much of the aquifer testing and pilot treatment
 plant effluent data with us and is committed to keeping EPA informed.



 



A UIC permit for the full scale project is unlike, in large measure, anything  we have permitted in our Region previously.  I have attached a copy of a UIC permit and a related document for an oil and natural
 gas production related brine disposal well permit for your information.  Although dramatically different from the SWIFT project much of the boiler plate permit language will likely be retained.  Hopefully this permit will at minimum provide a feel for how
 the document will appear.



 



Regarding monitoring, sampling and reporting we anticipate incorporating a mutually agreed upon plan, proposed by HRSD, into a final permit document.



 



We look forward to continued progress with the SWIFT project and sincerely appreciate the efforts by you and those on your behalf to keep EPA informed.



 



 



Mark Nelson, Hydrologist



US EPA Wheeling Office



1060 Chapline Street



Wheeling, WV 26003



 



304.234.0286



 



 



 



 





From: Henifin, Ted 
[mailto:EHenifin@hrsd.com] 

Sent: Thursday, October 27, 2016 1:46 PM

To: Nelson, Mark <Nelson.Mark@epa.gov>

Cc: dhollowa@ch2m.com

Subject: HRSD UIC Project







 



 



Mark,



 



I hope this email finds you well.  As I know you are well aware we continue to push forward with our initiative to inject purified water, treated to match the aquifer geochemistry, into the Potomac aquifer in
 Southeastern Virginia.  The initiative has been named the Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (SWIFT). 




 



We are working with our state officials to develop an appropriate regulatory framework that we will operate under for the full scale project.  In our review of options I realized I really did not know what we
 can expect from the UIC Permit around this issue.  Is there any way you could share a sample permit or two with me to see ongoing monitoring, sampling and reporting requirements for injectate water quality?



 



If the permits are publically available just point me in the right direction.



 



Thanks,  Ted



 



 



 



Ted Henifin, P.E.



HRSD General Manager



Office: 757.460.4242 | Mobile: 757.274.7904



1434 Air Rail Avenue | Virginia Beach, VA  23455



PO Box 5911 | Virginia Beach, VA  23471-0911



thenifin@hrsd.com | 
www.hrsd.com



Please consider the environment before printing this email.



 



 








RE: Stuart K. Cole, PhD, PE: Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (HRSD SWIFT)

		From

		Zolandz, Mark

		To

		Bennett, James

		Cc

		rogers, rick; Branby, Jill; Nelson, Mark; Bartlett, Deane

		Recipients

		bennett.james@epa.gov; rogers.rick@epa.gov; Branby.Jill@epa.gov; Nelson.Mark@epa.gov; Bartlett.Deane@epa.gov



Jim,


Thanks very much for passing this along.  It is good to be aware of citizen’s concerns about this proposed project as we continue our discussions with HRSD.


Thanks,


Mark


 


 


From: Bennett, James 
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:17 AM
To: Zolandz, Mark <Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov>; Branby, Jill <Branby.Jill@epa.gov>; Nelson, Mark <Nelson.Mark@epa.gov>
Cc: rogers, rick <rogers.rick@epa.gov>
Subject: Fw: Stuart K. Cole, PhD, PE: Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (HRSD SWIFT)




 


 


 




From: Hanchey, Cathy (VDH) <Cathy.Hanchey@vdh.virginia.gov>
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:10 AM
To: Bennett, James
Cc: Paylor, David (DEQ); kevin.onizuk@jamescitycountyva.gov; bryan.hill@jamescitycountyva.gov; Norment Jr, Thomas; Mason, T. Montgomery; Payne, Robert (VDH); Hammond, Drew (VDH); Douglas, Susan (VDH); Pellei, Steven (VDH)
Subject: Stuart K. Cole, PhD, PE: Hampton Roads Sanitation District Sustainable Water Initiative for Tomorrow (HRSD SWIFT) 


 




[image: ]


Mr. Bennett:


 


Attached please find correspondence from Dr. Stuart Cole concerning HRSD SWIFT’s proposal and the Virginia Department of Health’s response for your information.


 


Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions.


 


Cathy M. Hanchey


Paralegal


Virginia Department of Health


Office of Drinking Water


109 Governor Street, 6TH Floor


Richmond, VA 23219


(804) 864-7506


Cathy.Hanchey@vdh.virginia.gov


[image: VDHlogo]
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FW: HRSD Model Reports

		From

		Kudlas, Scott (DEQ)

		To

		Nelson, Mark

		Recipients

		Nelson.Mark@epa.gov





Mark,



I wanted to pass along to you the most recent draft modeling reports for the SWIFT (HRSD project). The reports include a first cut at the potential for subsidence
 improvements which look potentially very positive. And our first look using the model to estimate movement of the injected water into the aquifer (preliminary modeling doesn’t look like it moves much even though potentially significant regional head benefit..
  



 



Scott W. Kudlas



Office of Water Supply




Department of Environmental Quality



P.O. Box 1105



Richmond, VA 23218



Phone=(804) 698-4456



Cell =(804) 381-2979



scott.kudlas@deq.virginia.gov



www.deq.virginia.gov



 



From: Thomas Griffiths [mailto:tgriffiths@aquaveo.com]


Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2016 10:30 AM

To: Kudlas, Scott (DEQ)

Cc: Royd Nelson; Alan Lemon

Subject: Re: HRSD Model Reports



 




Scott,




 






The HRSD Phase I report is here:






ftp://pubftp.aquaveo.com/download/FOIA/Virginia%20Coastal%20Plain%20Aquifer%20System.pdf






 






The HRSD Phase IIB report is here:






ftp://pubftp.aquaveo.com/download/FOIA/Aquifer%20Replenishment%20System,%20VAHydro-GW%20Phase%202B.pdf






 






And the additional modeling scenarios report for HRSD Phase IIB is here:






ftp://pubftp.aquaveo.com/download/FOIA/Additional%20Scenarios%20Result%20Summary.pdf






 






You can copy and paste any or all of these into an email and the link will work for the recipient.






 






Thanks,






Thomas








 



-- 




Thomas Griffiths, PE

Groundwater Consultant




Aquaveo, LLC




435 893-5774






www.aquaveo.com
















FW: HRSD Model Reports

		From

		Nelson, Mark

		To

		Branby, Jill

		Recipients

		Branby.Jill@epa.gov



Jill,  FYI.  Please take a look and let me know what you think.


 


MN


 


From: Kudlas, Scott (DEQ) [mailto:Scott.Kudlas@deq.virginia.gov] 
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2016 9:28 AM
To: Nelson, Mark &lt;Nelson.Mark@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: FW: HRSD Model Reports


 


Mark,


I wanted to pass along to you the most recent draft modeling reports for the SWIFT (HRSD project). The reports include a first cut at the potential for subsidence improvements which look potentially very positive. And our first look using the model to estimate movement of the injected water into the aquifer (preliminary modeling doesn’t look like it moves much even though potentially significant regional head benefit..  


 


Scott W. Kudlas


Office of Water Supply 


Department of Environmental Quality


P.O. Box 1105


Richmond, VA 23218


Phone=(804) 698-4456


Cell =(804) 381-2979


scott.kudlas@deq.virginia.gov


www.deq.virginia.gov


 


From: Thomas Griffiths [mailto:tgriffiths@aquaveo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2016 10:30 AM
To: Kudlas, Scott (DEQ)
Cc: Royd Nelson; Alan Lemon
Subject: Re: HRSD Model Reports


 


Scott,


 


The HRSD Phase I report is here:


ftp://pubftp.aquaveo.com/download/FOIA/Virginia%20Coastal%20Plain%20Aquifer%20System.pdf


 


The HRSD Phase IIB report is here:


ftp://pubftp.aquaveo.com/download/FOIA/Aquifer%20Replenishment%20System,%20VAHydro-GW%20Phase%202B.pdf


 


And the additional modeling scenarios report for HRSD Phase IIB is here:


ftp://pubftp.aquaveo.com/download/FOIA/Additional%20Scenarios%20Result%20Summary.pdf


 


You can copy and paste any or all of these into an email and the link will work for the recipient.


 


Thanks,


Thomas


 


-- 


Thomas Griffiths, PE
Groundwater Consultant


Aquaveo, LLC


435 893-5774


www.aquaveo.com





RE: HRSD Model Reports

		From

		Nelson, Mark

		To

		'Kudlas, Scott (DEQ)'

		Recipients

		Scott.Kudlas@deq.virginia.gov



Scott,


 


Thank you for the information.  I will have a look…..


 


MN


 


From: Kudlas, Scott (DEQ) [mailto:Scott.Kudlas@deq.virginia.gov] 
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2016 9:28 AM
To: Nelson, Mark &lt;Nelson.Mark@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: FW: HRSD Model Reports


 


Mark,


I wanted to pass along to you the most recent draft modeling reports for the SWIFT (HRSD project). The reports include a first cut at the potential for subsidence improvements which look potentially very positive. And our first look using the model to estimate movement of the injected water into the aquifer (preliminary modeling doesn’t look like it moves much even though potentially significant regional head benefit..  


 


Scott W. Kudlas


Office of Water Supply 


Department of Environmental Quality


P.O. Box 1105


Richmond, VA 23218


Phone=(804) 698-4456


Cell =(804) 381-2979


scott.kudlas@deq.virginia.gov


www.deq.virginia.gov


 


From: Thomas Griffiths [mailto:tgriffiths@aquaveo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2016 10:30 AM
To: Kudlas, Scott (DEQ)
Cc: Royd Nelson; Alan Lemon
Subject: Re: HRSD Model Reports


 


Scott,


 


The HRSD Phase I report is here:


ftp://pubftp.aquaveo.com/download/FOIA/Virginia%20Coastal%20Plain%20Aquifer%20System.pdf


 


The HRSD Phase IIB report is here:


ftp://pubftp.aquaveo.com/download/FOIA/Aquifer%20Replenishment%20System,%20VAHydro-GW%20Phase%202B.pdf


 


And the additional modeling scenarios report for HRSD Phase IIB is here:


ftp://pubftp.aquaveo.com/download/FOIA/Additional%20Scenarios%20Result%20Summary.pdf


 


You can copy and paste any or all of these into an email and the link will work for the recipient.


 


Thanks,


Thomas


 


-- 


Thomas Griffiths, PE
Groundwater Consultant


Aquaveo, LLC


435 893-5774


www.aquaveo.com





FW: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives

		From

		Zolandz, Mark

		To

		Johnson, KarenD; Nelson, Mark

		Cc

		rogers, rick

		Recipients

		Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov; Nelson.Mark@epa.gov; rogers.rick@epa.gov



Karen and Mark,


 


I am working on drafting a response letter to the attached  congressional letter we received in support of HRSD’s proposed aquifer replenishment project.  Can you please take a look at my response letter and let me know if you have any comments/suggestions from a UIC/groundwater/SDWA perspective?  Since this is a control, a timely response would be appreciated.


 


Thanks,


 


Mark 


 


 


 


From: Hamilton, Brian 
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2016 4:26 PM
To: McGuigan, David <McGuigan.David@epa.gov>; Dinsmore, Andrew <Dinsmore.Andrew@epa.gov>; Zolandz, Mark <Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov>
Subject: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives




 


All, 


 


This hasn’t been officially transmitted yet, but I figured I would give you a heads up another letter is incoming regarding HRSD and their groundwater recharge project. I have attached the letter. 


 


 


Brian Hamilton


State and Congressional Liaison
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency – Region III
1650 Arch Street (3CR00)
Philadelphia, PA 19103


215-814-5497


Hamilton.brian@epa.gov
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Congregg of tbe Eltriteb *tateg 
Magilittgton, W 20510 



September 16, 2016 



The Honorable Gina McCarthy 
Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, DC 20460 



Dear Administrator McCarthy: 



We were recently briefed on Hampton Roads Sanitation District's (HRSD) Integrated 
Plan to meet Clean Water Act obligations under their sanitary sewer overflow federal 
consent decree with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). We are writing to 
express our support for this proposal that would reduce pollutant loads (by 90 percent) to 
local waterways (and ultimately the Chesapeake Bay), provide a sustainable source of 
groundwater for eastern Virginia, reduce the rate of land subsidence in Hampton Roads, 
and create a barrier to salt water contamination of coastal groundwater supplies. 



The HRSD Integrated Plan addresses many critical water-related environmental issues in 
eastern Virginia. The potential to slow the rate of land subsidence and reduce the impact 
of sea-level rise on Hampton Roads by 25 percent would be favorable. With so many 
military installations, as well as the nation's top shipbuilder located in Hampton Roads, 
addressing sea-level rise has become an issue of national security. 



In addition to the impact on sea-level rise, the integrated plan addresses Chesapeake Bay 
restoration in a significant way. The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES), created by the Clean Water Act, is now over 45 years old and is rarely the 
focus on "elimination" in wastewater treatment plant projects beyond the context of 
separate or combined sewer overflows. HRSD's Integrated Plan is the exception in that it 
will eliminate dry-weather discharges from seven major HRSD wastewater plants, 
removing 120 million gallons of daily discharge from the James, York, and Elizabeth 
rivers (combined). The reduction of millions of pounds per year of nutrients, sediment 
and conventional pollutants will ensure the Commonwealth of Virginia meets its 
obligations under the Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). 



The positive impact on land subsidence and reduction of nutrients and sediment loadings 
to the Chesapeake Bay is made possible by adding advanced water treatment 
technologies to HRSD facilities to produce water that exceeds drinking water standards 
and pump that water deep into the ground near the HRSD facilities to replenish the over- 
withdrawn Potomac aquifer. This confined aquifer supplies water to a significant portion 
of eastern Virginia and is being pumped at an unsustainable rate. Pressure head in the











aquifer has dropped over 100 feet in less than 100 years and is predicted to continue to 
drop unless withdrawals are drastically reduced or the aquifer can be recharged through 
artificial means. The HRSD Integrated Plan will add 120 million gallons of purified water 
daily to this productive confined aquifer, and modeled results show a positive impact on 
aquifer head pressures as far north as Maryland and south into North Carolina. Without a 
replenishment solution, groundwater supplies will be inadequate to support current trends 
in eastern Virginia by mid-century, and no new groundwater dependent development will 
be possible, effectively putting a significant portion of eastern Virginia at risk. 



HRSD believes this project would not be possible without the integrated planning 
framework EPA developed in 2012. The region does not have the financial capacity to 
implement the groundwater replenishment work (estimated at $1 billion) and meet the 
wet weather obligations (estimated at $2.2 billion) as required by a traditional approach 
to compliance with the consent decree. By integrating these water related issues, the 
Hampton Roads region can prioritize efforts to address the region's most critical and time 
sensitive environmental issues and realize so many more significant environmental 
benefits than with wet weather work alone. The HRSD Integrated Plan shows what is 
possible when local, regional, state and federal entities work together to find innovative 
solutions to the challenging environmental problems of today. 



We appreciate EPA's leadership and willingness to think beyond traditional solutions by 
supporting HRSD's Integrated Plan and look forward to securing eastern Virginia's water 
future as a result of HRSD's Integrated Plan. 



Sincerely, 



/m ̂ oe Vv" 
Mark R. Warner 
United States Senator 



J. Randy Forbes 
Member of Congress 



xs^e& 
Scott Rigell 
Member of Congress



It 6 &,J^ 
Robert C. obby" Scott 
Member of Congress 



ieA )YI 
ME-



R4 Wittman 
Member of Congress
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The Honorable Mark R. Warner


United States Senate


459A Russell Senate Office Building


Washington, D.C. 20510





Dear Senator Warner:





Thank you for your September 16, 2016 letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator Gina McCarthy concerning the Hampton Roads Sanitation District’s (HRSD) proposed aquifer replenishment project and its potential impacts on HRSD’s Clean Water Act (CWA) obligations under their federal consent decree with EPA to eliminate illegal sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs).





As you may be aware, HRSD entered into a federal consent decree in 2010 in order to eliminate unpermitted discharges of sewage from HRSD’s sanitary sewer system.  As required by that decree, HRSD submitted an Alternatives Analysis Report to EPA this summer in which HRSD proposed the projects and schedules necessary to meet HRSD’s consent decree obligations and eliminate capacity-related SSOs.  HRSD’s proposed implementation schedule to eliminate illegal SSOs, which would not be completed until 2042, has not been approved by EPA.





HRSD’s proposed aquifer replenishment project that you referenced was initially shared with EPA in January 2016.  Since that time, numerous discussions have taken place between HRSD and EPA, most recently on September 20, 2016.  EPA has been and remains willing to work with HRSD on this proposed project.  In the Alternatives Analysis Report, HRSD has identified how the proposed aquifer replenishment project would affect HRSD’s schedule for meeting its consent decree obligations.  HRSD’s proposed implementation schedule would delay the consent decree requirement to eliminate illegal SSOs until 2053 because of the aquifer replenishment project, with only 10% of the SSO elimination work occurring before 2030.





EPA recognizes the importance of protecting the citizens of Virginia from waters contaminated by raw sewage from illegal SSOs, as well as the importance of aquifer replenishment.  EPA’s Integrated Planning framework for municipal stormwater and wastewater was developed recognizing that municipalities may have multiple CWA obligations with beneficial outcomesimportant environmental and public health consequences.  While HRSD does not have any CWA stormwater obligations to be integrated, EPA is trying to working with HRSD to ensure that HRSD address meets its SSO CWA obligations while still HRSD is working to achieve the potential benefits of the proposed aquifer replenishment project.








[bookmark: _GoBack]EPA, along with the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), will be working with HRSD to determine an appropriate schedule for eliminating illegal SSOs and the health risks they pose to citizens of Virginia as expeditiously as possible.  The length of the compliance schedule that is ultimately approved by EPA and DEQ needs to be justified based upon a financial capabilities analysis that takes into consideration HRSD’s expenditures and revenues.  EPA has asked HRSD to provide EPA with the financial information necessary for EPA to conduct this analysis.  EPA will not be able to analyze and respond fully to HRSD’s proposed schedules and sequencing until we receive the financial information that has been requested from HRSD.  Therefore, although we are aware of the innovative approach and potential benefits of the proposed aquifer replenishment project, EPA is unable to approve the plan that HRSD described in the Alternatives Analysis Report.  Moreover, the aquifer replenishment program will be subject to permitting requirements through the underground injection control (UIC) program to prevent inadvertent contamination of the aquifer as an underground source of drinking water, and the timing of that permitting process is unknown and could also affect the sequencing and schedule.





After determining the length of the SSO compliance schedule, EPA, in coordination with DEQ, will work with HRSD to prioritize activities within the compliance schedule to best protect the citizens of Virginia, focusing first on those activities that will have the greatest benefit for protecting human health and the environment.  





Finally, EPA appreciates that, in your letter, you recognize that the confined aquifer is being pumped at an unsustainable rate, and the importance that pressure head has dropped, and that the aquifer is overdrawn by current permitted withdrawals.  While HRSD’s aquifer replenishment program may help to slow land subsidence, I hope that the Commonwealth, with your support and encouragement, can develop a regional solution to address the unsustainable use of the aquifer that considers reducing water withdrawals from the aquifer in addition to HRSD’s proposed aquifer replenishment.





If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or have your staff contact 
Mr. Brian Hamilton, EPA’s Virginia Liaison, at 215-814-5497.





 							Sincerely,











           							Shawn M. Garvin


							Regional Administrator





[image: ]


Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.


Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474
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RE: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives

		From

		Nelson, Mark

		To

		Zolandz, Mark; Johnson, KarenD

		Cc

		rogers, rick

		Recipients

		Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov; Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov; rogers.rick@epa.gov



Mark,


 


The reference to the UIC permitting process/timing is accurate.  You may wish to add that EPA has expressed our support for the aquifer recharge project as evidenced in the attached letter.  I have no further comment.


 


MN


 


From: Zolandz, Mark 
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 2:18 PM
To: Johnson, KarenD &lt;Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov&gt;; Nelson, Mark &lt;Nelson.Mark@epa.gov&gt;
Cc: rogers, rick &lt;rogers.rick@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: FW: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives
Importance: High


 


Karen and Mark,


 


I am working on drafting a response letter to the attached  congressional letter we received in support of HRSD&#8217;s proposed aquifer replenishment project.  Can you please take a look at my response letter and let me know if you have any comments/suggestions from a UIC/groundwater/SDWA perspective?  Since this is a control, a timely response would be appreciated.


 


Thanks,


 


Mark 


 


 


 


From: Hamilton, Brian 
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2016 4:26 PM
To: McGuigan, David &lt;McGuigan.David@epa.gov&gt;; Dinsmore, Andrew &lt;Dinsmore.Andrew@epa.gov&gt;; Zolandz, Mark &lt;Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives


 


All, 


 


This hasn&#8217;t been officially transmitted yet, but I figured I would give you a heads up another letter is incoming regarding HRSD and their groundwater recharge project. I have attached the letter. 


 


 


Brian Hamilton


State and Congressional Liaison
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency &#8211; Region III
1650 Arch Street (3CR00)
Philadelphia, PA 19103


215-814-5497


Hamilton.brian@epa.gov
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[bookmark: _GoBack]											      June 28, 2016





Mr. Ted Henifin, P.E., General Manager


Hampton Roads Sanitation District


PO Box 5911


Virginia Beach, Virginia 23471-0911





Re: HRSD Sustainable Water Recycling Initiative





Dear Mr. Henifin,





We have received your letter dated May 23, 2016 regarding the HRSD ground water recharge project and appreciate the opportunity to offer this response.  EPA agrees that a “tiered” approach to Underground Injection Control (UIC) program oversight of the shallow injection well aspect of this initiative is appropriate.  Extending authorization by rule for one aquifer recharge well during the pilot or demonstration phase of the project provides EPA with the opportunity to utilize these results to render a more informed UIC permitting decision and public participation process for a full scale project.





We look forward to receiving the required UIC inventory information for the test injection well within the next 90 days.  We understand that this information will include the results of the ongoing pilot advanced wastewater treatment system evaluation, an analysis of the compatibility of injected fluid with aquifer water quality, construction details of the pilot recharge well, a complete sampling/analysis and reporting plan, a description of the monitoring well network and a comprehensive assessment of any potential for the pilot aquifer recharge well to adversely impact underground sources of drinking water.





EPA is fully supportive of this effort to utilize shallow injection well technology for beneficial purposes.  We look forward to continuing our work with HRSD and our counter parts within the Commonwealth of Virginia in this pursuit.  Please direct all correspondence and inquiries to Mark Nelson in our Wheeling, WV office at 304 234-0286.








						Sincerely,








						Karen D. Johnson, Chief


						Drinking Water/Ground Water Protection Branch   


							Water Protection Division				





[image: ]


Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.


Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474
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RE: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives

		From

		Johnson, KarenD

		To

		Nelson, Mark

		Recipients

		Nelson.Mark@epa.gov



Thanks Mark!


 


From: Nelson, Mark 
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 2:56 PM
To: Zolandz, Mark <Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov>; Johnson, KarenD <Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov>
Cc: rogers, rick <rogers.rick@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives




 


Mark,


 


The reference to the UIC permitting process/timing is accurate.  You may wish to add that EPA has expressed our support for the aquifer recharge project as evidenced in the attached letter.  I have no further comment.


 


MN


 


From: Zolandz, Mark 
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 2:18 PM
To: Johnson, KarenD <Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov>; Nelson, Mark <Nelson.Mark@epa.gov>
Cc: rogers, rick <rogers.rick@epa.gov>
Subject: FW: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives
Importance: High




 


Karen and Mark,


 


I am working on drafting a response letter to the attached  congressional letter we received in support of HRSD’s proposed aquifer replenishment project.  Can you please take a look at my response letter and let me know if you have any comments/suggestions from a UIC/groundwater/SDWA perspective?  Since this is a control, a timely response would be appreciated.


 


Thanks,


 


Mark 


 


 


 


From: Hamilton, Brian 
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2016 4:26 PM
To: McGuigan, David <McGuigan.David@epa.gov>; Dinsmore, Andrew <Dinsmore.Andrew@epa.gov>; Zolandz, Mark <Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov>
Subject: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives




 


All, 


 


This hasn’t been officially transmitted yet, but I figured I would give you a heads up another letter is incoming regarding HRSD and their groundwater recharge project. I have attached the letter. 


 


 


Brian Hamilton


State and Congressional Liaison
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency – Region III
1650 Arch Street (3CR00)
Philadelphia, PA 19103


215-814-5497


Hamilton.brian@epa.gov


 






FW: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives

		From

		Nelson, Mark

		To

		Branby, Jill

		Recipients

		Branby.Jill@epa.gov



 


 


From: Nelson, Mark 
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 2:56 PM
To: Zolandz, Mark &lt;Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov&gt;; Johnson, KarenD &lt;Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov&gt;
Cc: rogers, rick &lt;rogers.rick@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: RE: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives


 


Mark,


 


The reference to the UIC permitting process/timing is accurate.  You may wish to add that EPA has expressed our support for the aquifer recharge project as evidenced in the attached letter.  I have no further comment.


 


MN


 


From: Zolandz, Mark 
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 2:18 PM
To: Johnson, KarenD &lt;Johnson.KarenD@epa.gov&gt;; Nelson, Mark &lt;Nelson.Mark@epa.gov&gt;
Cc: rogers, rick &lt;rogers.rick@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: FW: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives
Importance: High


 


Karen and Mark,


 


I am working on drafting a response letter to the attached  congressional letter we received in support of HRSD&#8217;s proposed aquifer replenishment project.  Can you please take a look at my response letter and let me know if you have any comments/suggestions from a UIC/groundwater/SDWA perspective?  Since this is a control, a timely response would be appreciated.


 


Thanks,


 


Mark 


 


 


 


From: Hamilton, Brian 
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2016 4:26 PM
To: McGuigan, David &lt;McGuigan.David@epa.gov&gt;; Dinsmore, Andrew &lt;Dinsmore.Andrew@epa.gov&gt;; Zolandz, Mark &lt;Zolandz.Mark@epa.gov&gt;
Subject: HRSD Letter from Senator Warner and Representatives


 


All, 


 


This hasn&#8217;t been officially transmitted yet, but I figured I would give you a heads up another letter is incoming regarding HRSD and their groundwater recharge project. I have attached the letter. 


 


 


Brian Hamilton


State and Congressional Liaison
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency &#8211; Region III
1650 Arch Street (3CR00)
Philadelphia, PA 19103


215-814-5497


Hamilton.brian@epa.gov
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Mr. Ted Henifin, P.E., General Manager


Hampton Roads Sanitation District


PO Box 5911


Virginia Beach, Virginia 23471-0911





Re: HRSD Sustainable Water Recycling Initiative





Dear Mr. Henifin,





We have received your letter dated May 23, 2016 regarding the HRSD ground water recharge project and appreciate the opportunity to offer this response.  EPA agrees that a “tiered” approach to Underground Injection Control (UIC) program oversight of the shallow injection well aspect of this initiative is appropriate.  Extending authorization by rule for one aquifer recharge well during the pilot or demonstration phase of the project provides EPA with the opportunity to utilize these results to render a more informed UIC permitting decision and public participation process for a full scale project.





We look forward to receiving the required UIC inventory information for the test injection well within the next 90 days.  We understand that this information will include the results of the ongoing pilot advanced wastewater treatment system evaluation, an analysis of the compatibility of injected fluid with aquifer water quality, construction details of the pilot recharge well, a complete sampling/analysis and reporting plan, a description of the monitoring well network and a comprehensive assessment of any potential for the pilot aquifer recharge well to adversely impact underground sources of drinking water.





EPA is fully supportive of this effort to utilize shallow injection well technology for beneficial purposes.  We look forward to continuing our work with HRSD and our counter parts within the Commonwealth of Virginia in this pursuit.  Please direct all correspondence and inquiries to Mark Nelson in our Wheeling, WV office at 304 234-0286.








						Sincerely,








						Karen D. Johnson, Chief


						Drinking Water/Ground Water Protection Branch   


							Water Protection Division				
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Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.


Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474
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